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ALLIANCE FOR THE WILD ROCKIES
Page 1 and 2.  Re: It is clear that the preferred alternative will not address the most pressing issues.  All alternatives in the DEIS meet the purpose
and need for action to a greater or lesser degree.  An identified gap between existing conditions and desired conditions form the basis for the purpose
and need for action. This purpose is represented by the desired condition shown on page 3 of the DEIS.  The underlying need (§1502. 13) is defined
by the existing conditions expressed on page 4.  Despite the complexities introduced by multiple goals and multiple issues, all alternatives represent
possible actions that meet the underlying purpose and need.  A decision maker may set the scope of analysis and the decision to be made within the
constraints of those dictates.
Page 2.  Re: Based on air quality impacts alone, snowmobiling is not consistent with the park’s management objectives.  The impacts in question
are not on their face indisputable, and it is the function of an EIS to focus the issues by addressing those impacts as well as possible.  Where
management that serves the enjoyment of the people steps over a line in respect to resource preservation, the action to be taken is clear.  It is that
line, or threshold, that is not often clear.  It is up to the decision maker to weight the available data and make the determination of what exactly
constitutes impairment.  Additional air quality analyses and modeling, formerly unavailable for inclusion in the DEIS, will be included in the FEIS.
Page 2. Re: Conflicting statements in the DEIS, lack of hard data and gaps in the data, so NPS should err on the conservative side when adopting a
preferred alternative.  An EIS is not, per se, a scientific analysis.  It is intended to disclose environmental effects over a range of alternatives, in
which the analyses must demonstrate scientific integrity by disclosing methods and making explicit references to sources used (40 CFR 1502. 24).
The DEIS does this.  CEQ regulations also allow for incomplete or unavailable information, by describing procedures that are to be following in
these instances (§1502.22).  Any identified gaps in the FEIS will follow the requisite procedures.
Page 2.  Re: Flawed alternatives – measures that protect resources, increase public safety and interpretation opportunities should be included in all
alternatives.  It is within the discretion of the decision maker to set the range of alternatives to be considered.  The final selected alternative that is
to be documented in a record of decision may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS.  Such mixing can occur as long
as the mixed features are consistent with one another, and as long as the effects of such an alternative would not fall outside the range of effects
disclosed in the EIS.  If the features that the commenter did not support were to be deleted from the range of alternatives, then the analysis would be
left only with features that the commenter likes or agrees with.   If only the actions that are liked by the commenter remain, then there is effectively
only one alternative, or a set of alternatives that are not significantly different.  There is a very clear separation between alternatives legitimately
considered in an analysis and the expression of a preferred alternative or the decision to be made.

Many suggestions for alternatives or alternative features were made in the thousands of comments received.  A great deal of criticism was leveled at
the current range of alternatives because people did not like the way features were “mixed.” It is clear that for such complex issues there could be
an infinite number of possible alternatives.  CEQ states that in such instances, the agency need only consider a reasonable number of examples that
cover the full spectrum of possible alternatives that meet the purpose and need (Question 1b, CEQ 40 Most-Asked Questions).   What constitutes a
reasonable range depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case, where the proposal is at the discretion of the agency.  Under the
CEQ regulations, the requirement in an EIS is to provide a range of reasonable alternatives that clearly define the issues, and to fully evaluate and
disclose the possible effects of those alternatives.  The DEIS meets this requirement.
Page 3. Re: Features of the preferred alternative may adversely affect wildlife.  The analysis in the DEIS discloses the impacts to wildlife
associated with the preferred alternative.  The determination as to whether or not these impacts constitute an impairment or derogation of park values
(wildlife, in this case) is made by the decision maker when formulating the Record of Decision.
Page 4. Re: Animals will be trapped by snow berms.  The DEIS discusses the impacts associated with snow berms along the plowed road corridor,
and suggests mitigation (p. 209).  NPS and the commenter disagree on whether or not a so called tunnel effect would result from plowing.  In many
other areas within and outside the 3 park units, roads are plowed and no tunnel effect exists.
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Page 4.  Re: Preferred alternative does not identify the risk of vehicle-animal collisions under alternative B although there is an admittedly
ineffectual mitigation measure proposed.  The DEIS discusses vehicle-animal collisions on page 209 for the preferred alternative.  See response
below.
Page 4.  Re: Revise travel restrictions under the preferred alternative to the period from sunset to sunrise.  This suggestion is within the range of
alternatives that the decision maker may choose among.  Please see response, “Page 2.  Re: Flawed alternatives…” for a discussion of “mixing”
alternative features.
Page 4.  Re: Impacts associated with warming huts are not analyzed.   Impacts associated with warming huts are discussed for each alternative
under the heading “Presence and use of winter supporting facilities”.
Page 4.  Re: Shorten the winter season under the preferred alternative to protect grizzlies coming out of hibernation.   This suggestion is a feature of
alternative F and is therefore within the range of alternatives that the decision maker may choose among.  A discussion of the impacts of winter use
on grizzlies during the pre and post denning periods is included in the biological assessment and will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 5.  Re: Effects on bison as an ethnographic resource – NPS needs a better plan for managing bison rather than lethal control.  The NPS is
working to ensure that the Winter Use Plan and the Bison Management EIS/Plan are coordinated and that analyses are parallel and consistent in
regard to the effects of winter use on bison.  The Bison Management EIS/Plan addresses the issue of bison removals.
Page 5.  Re: Address the effects of road grooming on bison migration patterns.  In an effort to better understand the relationship of bison movements
and the use of the winter groomed road system, managers have instituted studies that address this issue.  While groomed roads may have contributed
to the redistribution of bison within park boundaries (Meagher 1997), it appears that bison tend to use waterways and off-road trails for much of their
travel on the west side of the park (Bjornlie and Garrott 1998), and that much of their movement toward park boundaries may occur on such routes.
Monitoring of bison movements in the Hayden Valley and Mammoth to Gibbon Falls sections of the park has found that less than 12% of bison
movements occurred on the groomed road surface (Kurz et al. 1998, 1999).  However, groomed roads may have allowed larger numbers of bison to
exist in the park than in the absence of groomed roads, by allowing access to otherwise unavailable foraging areas, and westward redistribution early
in the winter may predispose some bison to exit the park (Meagher 1997).  Therefore, closing of groomed roads could have the effect of reducing
population size and shifting distribution back to patterns observed before grooming, thereby possibly reducing the magnitude of bison movements
outside park boundaries.  Conversely, bison are highly social and appear to retain and pass along knowledge through generations, so it is possible that
closing groomed roads may not impact bison movements and distribution (Meagher 1985).  Research is currently being conducted to better understand
the relationship between road grooming and bison movement and distribution patterns.
Page 5.  Re: The adopted alternative should protect bighorn sheep.  Alternative G identified in the FEIS will include restrictions on backcountry
travel in bighorn sheep areas.
Page 6.  Re: Analyze lynx population and habitat needs.  The biological assessment contains a lengthy discussion and analysis of lynx.  This
information will be included in the FEIS as well.
Page 6.  Re: Include mitigation to protect eagles.  The biological assessment contains a lengthy discussion and analysis of bald eagles.  This
information will be included in the FEIS as well.
Page 6.  Re: Adequately address impacts to wildlife species, especially effects of fragmentation.  There will be an expanded species of concern and
bison discussion in the FEIS.  Habitat fragmentation is discussed, by alternative, as a possible outcome of plowing and grooming roads.  CEQ
regulations do not require exhaustive and voluminous discussion (§1500.4(f)).  The amount of detail to be included in an EIS should be that level
which is relevant to the decision to be made, and the NPS believes it has adequately met this requirement.
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Page 6.  Re: Analyze the effects of noise on wildlife.  Because quantifying the effects of non-natural sound on animals in the wild (as opposed to a
controlled laboratory setting) is extremely difficult, NPS believes that analyzing the effects of machine noise on ambient sound levels is a legitimate
substitute and can be used to infer effects on wildlife.  NPS also believes that the effects of noise on wildlife are inherently included in the overall
effects of snowmobiles on wildlife in terms of disturbance.  Nonetheless, a review of the impacts of noise on wildlife will be included in the FEIS.
Page 6.  Re: Address impacts of air pollution on flora and fauna.  The evaluation of pollution impacts by alternative is presented in the environmental
consequences section of the DEIS.  This analysis will be enhanced in the FEIS using results from air quality and modeling.
Page 6.  Re: Effects of sand on sedimentation of waterways should be addressed.  There is a greater amount of final study information available to the
NPS for inclusion in the FEIS than was available prior to the publication of the draft.  Water and aquatic resources sections will be updated in
accordance with this data.
Page 7.  Re: Effects of emissions on water quality should be addressed.  The DEIS discusses this issue under the effects on water resources for each
alternative and in the environmental consequences section.  Additional information has become available (Ingersoll, Effects of Snowmobile Use on
Snowpack Chemistry in Yellowstone National Park, 1998) since publication of the DEIS, and will be incorporated into the final document.
Page 7.  Re: How did NPS determine that new warming huts would only cause minor impacts to wildlife? See pages 169-170 for a description of the
methods used to assess impacts on wildlife.  The effects of warming huts on lynx are assessed in the biological assessment; this discussion will be
incorporated into the FEIS.  Warming huts are expected to cause minor impacts because they will be located in the front-country at trailheads where
visitor use already occurs.  Site-specific analyses will be conducted before any construction begins, and the public will have the opportunity to
comment.
Page 7.  Re: A full analysis of impacts to geothermal areas is necessary, including site specific EIS.  The EIS analysis is aimed at developing a
programmatic plan for winter use (§1508. 18 (b)(2).  There is no burden to develop site-specific information to support a programmatic planning
document.
Page 7.  Re: The DEIS “admits” that plowed roads cause impacts yet proposes additional plowed roads in the preferred alternative.  Many comments
restate the disclosure of effects present in the DEIS.  Some commenters refer to any disclosure of an impact as NPS’ “admitting” that an action would
cause harm.  Readers should understand that it is the purpose of an EIS to disclose the possible effects of a proposed action and alternatives to it.
References in comments to the “justification” for a preferred alternative is an entirely different issue relating to the decision to be made.  Comments
expressing opposition or support for an alternative feature are not responded to by changing an alternative or a preference.
Page 8.  Re: Close the CDST because the impacts on wildlife are too great.  The commenter’s opinions will be considered in making the final
decision, but that there is nothing in those opinions that substantively would alter the range of alternative features to be evaluated in the Final EIS.  It
will be up to the decision maker to weigh the available data, evaluate the possible impacts of each alternative, and decide if park resources, including
wildlife, are impaired.  The impacts in question are not on their face indisputable, and it is the function of an EIS to focus the issues by addressing
those impacts as well as possible.  The new preferred alternative eliminates snowmobiling in the parks.
Page 8.  Re: Snowmobiles violate closed areas and cause adverse impacts.  Occasionally snowmobiles leave the groomed surface and travel alongside
the road or enter closed areas.  These violations are cited by NPS rangers.   NPS does not regard this as a usual occurrence, but recognizes the
potential for adverse impacts.
Page 8.  Re: Off-road impacts need to be analyzed because of the above mentioned violations.  See previous response.
Page 9.  Re: Socioeconomic impact analysis on pages 87-89 is not adequately supported with hard data and is too generic.  NPS disagrees.  The
analysis is sufficient for producing a programmatic plan, which is general in nature.  There is a considerable amount of data invoked in this analysis.
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Page 9.  Re: The socioeconomic analysis does not adequately differentiate winter from summer recreation expenditures, nor does it take into account
expenditures due to other attractions.  The discussion of the existing condition focuses explicitly on winter visitation.  Tables five and six are presented
as a context, considering the total economy, for comparing economic impacts associated with winter use in the various alternatives.
Page 9.  Re: The projected losses under the preferred alternative do not take into account other economic opportunities such as an increase in other
types of visitors.  This is true.  The economic analysis is conservative in that it shows small and negligible economic impacts over the regional
economy and the 17-county economy, even if other types of visitors do not choose to come.  If other types of visitors come, the various economies are
only improved.
Page 9.  Re: Visitor use survey was biased, visitor use should not drive the EIS process.   The surveys do not drive the process – they represent
information available to assess impacts.   As this survey information is reported or cited in the DEIS, the limitations of the survey are made evident.
Additional survey information is now available for the FEIS, and those data will similarly be accompanied by assumptions and survey limitations.
The data is used to report impacts, primarily those involving visitor experience and social and economic environments.   This is entirely appropriate
under NEPA.   The final strategy, or decision, is based on selection criteria used by the decision maker, which are disclosed in the record of decision
through discussion of “preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and technical considerations and agency statutory
missions” (§1505. 2(b)).
Page 9.  Re: Support for the Citizen’s Solution.   Expressions of support or objection to specific alternatives or alternative features will be responded to
when the decision criteria are developed, and accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in the Record of Decision.


